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Abstract: The study examines whether English and Indonesian research arti-
cles written by their respective native speaker scholars are significantly dif-
ferent from each other in terms of the number of hedges used. Hedges are 
rhetorical features (e.g. may, perhaps, suggest) used to withhold complete 
commitment to the truth-value of propositions. The ultimate goal of the study 
is to examine whether Indonesian scholars need special instruction in hedging 
propositions. The assumption underlying the present study is that when they 
write in English, Indonesian scholars will deploy rhetorical features inherent 
in the Indonesian academic writing. Statistical analysis on 52 Applied Lin-
guistics research articles (26 from each language) reveals that English re-
search articles contain significantly more hedges than their Indonesian coun-
terparts (Mann-Whitney U = 68.00, n1 = n2 = 26, p < 0.05, r = - 0.69), sug-
gesting that Indonesian scholars are indeed in need of instruction that specifi-
cally focuses on hedging propositions in English.         
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Needs analysis, an indispensable component of any English for Academic Pur-
poses (EAP) course, can sufficiently be defined as the process of identifying 
what language and skills a group of learners need to learn and how they will 
learn them (Basturkmen, 2010; Flowerdew, 2013). Over the last decade, a myr-
iad of studies were specifically designed to examine the English language 
needs of non-native speakers. Some of these studies collected the data by 
means of a single research method, such as semi-structured interviews (İnceçay 
& İnceçay, 2010; Jackson, 2005; Kaewpet, 2009; Lehtonen & Karjalainen, 
2008), diagnostic test (Read, 2008), questionnaires (Bacha & Bahous, 2008; 
Bosuwon & Woodrow, 2009; Kassim & Ali, 2010; H. H. Kim, 2013; S. Kim, 
2006; Rostami & Zafarghandi, 2014; Taillefer, 2007), and analysis of course 
syllabi (Cooper & Bikowski, 2007). Other studies, following the suggestion 
given by Long (2005a), have employed more than one method, that is adopting 
methodological triangulation (Atai & Nazari, 2011; Atai & Shoja, 2011; 
Chostelidou, 2010; Cowling, 2007; Gözüyeşil, 2014; Klimova, 2014; Lambert, 
2010; Long, 2005b; Mazdayasna & Tahririan, 2008; Moslemi, Moinzadeh, & 
Dabaghi, 2011; Paci, 2013; Spence & Liu, 2013; Stocker & Reddad, 2013).   
With the exception of the study carried out by Miller (2011) that identifies 
the reading skills needed by second language (L2) students, virtually no study 
carried out over the last decade made any attempt to analyze authentic texts (ei-
ther spoken or written, or both) with which the target students would have to 
deal. Surprisingly, even studies carried out to analyze the English language 
skills of faculty members in their research work, for example when publishing 
research articles (e.g. Klimova, 2014), did not include analysis of authentic 
texts. Particularly, no study focuses its analysis on the academic English lan-
guage needs of Indonesian students. This strongly suggests that EAP programs 
in Indonesia have thus far been conducted based on the presently unjustified 
teachers’ intuition (i.e. what works in other contexts also works in Indonesia), 
rather than on research findings (see Long, 2005a).    
The present study attempted to fill this lacuna by examining the English 
academic writing skills that Indonesian academics need when publishing their 
research in international journals. In particular, the study was geared towards 
investigating to what extent English and Indonesian scholars differ significant-
ly from each other in terms of their frequency of hedges when writing research 
articles in their respective L1s. The pedagogical significance of the study con-
cerns the desirability of providing Indonesian academics with pedagogical in-
tervention specifically focusing on how to hedge (i.e. mitigate) their proposi-
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tions when writing research articles for international publication. In order to do 
so, a corpus of research articles written in English was rigorously compared to 
a corpus of research articles written in Indonesian with regards to the frequency 
of hedges used. The underlying assumption of the present study is that when 
writers write in their L2, they will use rhetorical structures associated with their 
native language (cf. Alonso, Alonso, & Mariñas, 2012). Thus, the analysis of 
the Indonesian research articles could be argued to represent present situation 
analysis, while the analysis of the English research articles could be seen as 
target situation analysis, the two types of analyses conducted in any needs 
analysis study (Hyland, 2006).     
The constant pressure to publish in prestigious international scholarly 
journals (i.e. journals that are indexed in citation indexes published by Thom-
son Reuters) “has grown tremendously worldwide over the past thirty years or 
so” (Salager-Meyer, 2014, p. 79). Although not yet determined as a major crite-
rion for promotion, international publications are accorded higher status in the 
Indonesian academic rewards system. In fact, to be considered as a Professor 
(i.e. the highest academic rank in the Indonesian academic ranking system) a 
lecturer needs to publish certain number of articles in international journals 
with sufficiently high impact factors. Not only that, Indonesian academic re-
ward system has also recently determined that in order to climb to a certain ac-
ademic rank a lecturer holding a master’s degree needs to have at least one re-
search article published in an international journal. This situation certainly re-
quires Indonesian to have rhetorical skills necessary for international publica-
tions. One such rhetorical skill is knowledge of hedges, as explained below. 
Hedges, broadly defined as linguistic devices used to downgrade the force 
of a proposition (e.g. perhaps, seem, likely), constitute important rhetorical fea-
tures in English written academic discourse (Hyland, 2009). Research shows 
that an argument presented in a way that is open to debate and discussion 
(through various hedging devices) is thought of being more convincing and 
credible than a categorical one (Abbuhl, 2006; Dafouz-Milne, 2008).  
The present study draws on the sociocultural model of literacy that posits 
that “literacy is a social practice … always embedded in socially constructed 
epistemological principles” (Street, 2003, p. 77). As such, literacy is not a men-
tal phenomenon, as advocated by adherents of traditional cognitive psychology, 
but rather a sociocultural one (Gee, 2012). It implies that in producing an aca-
demic written text writers are engaged in social and cultural practices. Of par-
ticular relevance to the present study is the argument that written texts and so-
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ciocultural contexts are inextricably linked. This leads us to characterize aca-
demic literacy not as a single monolithic entity, but rather as many things in 
different contexts and cultures.        
The objectives of the present study are two-fold: first, to examine whether 
English and Indonesian scholars hedge their propositions to the same extent 
when they report their research in scholarly journals; second, to introduce the 
use of corpus method in needs analysis research, a method which has not yet 
attracted the attention of needs analysts. The practical (i.e. pedagogical) signif-
icance of the present study is to inform EAP practitioners in Indonesia about 
whether or not training to hedge proposition is to be included into their pro-
grams, especially those designed to meet English rhetorical skills needed by 
Indonesian scholars.  
The article is structured as follows: the description of method used in the 
study is discussed in the following section, and subsequently, the study’s find-
ings are presented and interpreted. Finally, in the concluding section, limita-
tions of the study are briefly described and suggestions for future research are 
delivered.  
     
METHOD  
The present study was part of a larger contrastive rhetoric study aimed at 
examining the effects of sociocultural contexts and disciplinary fields on the 
use of hedges and boosters in research articles. The corpus for the present study 
was generated from 52 research articles taken from the discipline of Applied 
Linguistics written in English (n = 26; 177,322 words long) and Indonesian (n 
= 26; 105,246 words long) by the native speakers of the respective languages. 
The native speakership of the authors was determined on the basis of their 
name, or the name of the first author in the case of multi-authored research ar-
ticles. The corpus size was determined on the basis of an a priori power analy-
sis conducted (see Larson-Hall, 2010). The means (M) and standard deviations 
(SD) of the lengths of the articles included in the two corpora were as follows: 
English (M = 6,820.08 words; SD = 1,050.73 words) and Indonesian (M = 
4,047.92 words; SD = 1,105.29 words).    
The target population of the study was, therefore, all research articles from 
the discipline written by native speakers of the two languages. Nevertheless, 
for purely logistical reasons, the target population was operationally defined in 
the present study as all research articles from Applied Linguistics written by 
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the native speakers of the two languages published in two online journals be-
tween 2007 and 2010. The collection of all research articles making up the tar-
get population constituted the sampling frame for the study, accordingly. The 
English articles were drawn from Applied Linguistics (published by Oxford 
University Press) and International Journal of Applied Linguistics (Wiley-
Blackwell), whereas the Indonesian articles were taken from Linguistika (Uda-
yana University Press) and Logat (North Sumatera University Press). It is to be 
noted that the issues addressed in the articles written in the two languages were 
relatively comparable, so any rhetorical difference found was not a function of 
thematic difference.      
The term ‘research article’ in the present study refers to scholarly article 
reporting on empirical research published in a journal. Thus, other types of ar-
ticles typically found in a journal (e.g. literature reviews, opinion articles, book 
reviews) were not included in the corpus.   
To ensure the representativeness of the two specialized corpora used for 
the present study (Indonesian and English), a simple random sampling tech-
nique (Schreiber & Asner-Self, 2011) was deployed to derive the sample from 
the target population. A complete master list of the full set of research articles 
written by applied linguists published over the four-year period was created (N 
= 90). Subsequently, with the help of True Random Number Generator pro-
gram (http://www.random.org), a probabilistic sample of texts was generated.   
The entire corpus was generated from the following research articles sec-
tions: Introduction, Theoretical Framework (Literature Review), Results, Dis-
cussion, and Conclusion. The majority of the articles published in the English 
and Indonesian journals included in the corpus had all these sections. Introduc-
tion is the area where the author has to emphasize that the research being re-
ported on is indeed significant (Swales, 1990), and hence serves an ideal place 
to use hedges. In the theoretical Framework/ Literature Review, the author typ-
ically delivers an argument on the fact that previous research cannot solve the 
problem being discussed in the article, a rhetorical move that undoubtedly trig-
gers the use of hedges. In the Discussion and Conclusion sections, the author, 
respectively, interpret and propose the implications (theoretical or practical, or 
both) of the findings presented in the Results section, a rhetorical activity that 
involves speculation, and hence modalization of propositions is almost inevita-
ble. The inclusion of Results section into the corpus was largely triggered by 
the fact that the Results and Discussion sections are sometimes merged into 
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one section in the Indonesian articles, rather than two as in the case in the Eng-
lish articles.  
A combination of manual and computer-based searches was employed to 
identify hedges in the corpus. First, over 25 percent of the articles from each of 
the two languages (i.e. seven articles from English articles and seven from In-
donesian) were thoroughly read to identify the hedges used. Then, two inde-
pendent lists of lexical hedges were generated from this manual reading: Indo-
nesian list and English list. These two lists of lexical hedges were subsequently 
used as the basis for the computer-based search in the rest of the respective 
corpora (English corpus and Indonesian corpus). The search was done with the 
help of the Advanced Search function in the Adobe Acrobat Professional X 
program.  
The approach adopted in the process of identifying hedges was a seman-
tic-pragmatic one. That is, the determination of a linguistic device as a potential 
hedging device was entirely based on the semantic and pragmatic content of the 
proposition containing it. Consequently, attention was not specifically paid to 
those linguistic items that had been recognized as hedges in previous studies, 
but rather all lexical items contained in a proposition were inspected carefully 
to determine whether they semantically and pragmatically serve as hedges.  
In the identification of hedges, the definition of a hedging device proposed 
by Hyland (1996) was strictly adhered to: “A hedge is … any linguistic means 
used to indicate either (a) a lack of complete commitment to the truth of a 
proposition, or (b) a desire not to express that commitment categorically” (p. 
251). Any hedge found in a sentence used by the author(s) to cite other authors’ 
viewpoint was excluded from the analysis, since the author(s) merely reported 
the tentative statement of the cited author, rather than stating their own view-
point. In other words, the hedge did not represent the author’s own voice. Fi-
nally, when two or more hedges were used in the same proposition, all were in-
cluded in the count.  
As could easily be expected, the lengths of the research articles (measured 
in words) within and across languages were not the same. Biber (2009, p. 
1299) is right when he mentions that when examining the counts of features 
across texts “it is important to make sure that the scores are comparable.” For 
this reason alone, the analysis was conducted on the normalized, rather than the 
absolute or raw, occurrences of hedges. The counts of hedges in the present 
study were normed to a basis per 1,000 words of text, and the following nor-
malization formula was used:  
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 𝑁  𝑜𝑓  𝑜𝑐𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠  𝑜𝑓  ℎ𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒𝑠  𝑖𝑛  𝑎  𝑡𝑒𝑥𝑡𝑁  𝑜𝑓  𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑𝑠  𝑜𝑓  𝑡ℎ𝑒  𝑡𝑒𝑥𝑡   ×1,000 
For example, if 89 hedges were found in a text of 7,503 words the normal-
ized frequency of the hedges in the text in question is 11.86 (rounded up to two 
decimals).  
To reiterate, the research question of the present study is the following: 
“Do English Applied Linguistics research articles contain significantly more 
hedges than Indonesian Applied Linguistics research articles?”  
This research question is concerned with comparison between two scores, 
namely the score on average frequency of hedges in English research articles 
and that of average frequency of hedges in Indonesian research articles. The 
statistical tool employed to answer this research question was Mann-Whitney 
U test, that is the non-parametric test used to determine whether two groups of 
scores are significantly different from each other (Corder & Foreman, 2014). 
This statistical test was used since the data were not normally distributed, as 
indicated by the results of normality test using Kolmogorov-Smirnov test: Eng-
lish (D = 0.22, n = 26, p < 0.05) and Indonesian (D = 0.26, n = 26, p < 0.05). 
All the statistical analyses were carried out with the help of SPSS (Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences) version 20. To determine the magnitude of differ-
ence (if there was any significant difference) between the two groups of re-
search articles, effect size was also calculated. Following Field (2013), the fol-
lowing equation was used to manually compute the effect size estimate for 
Mann-Whitney U test:  𝑟   =    𝑍√𝑁 
where:  
r = effect size estimate 
Z = z-score obtained from the SPSS output, and 
N = the sample size involved 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
This section presents the quantitative results of the present study and their 
interpretation. After the presentation of descriptive and inferential statistics of 
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the data, this section proceeds to discuss those results in the light of the theoret-
ical framework adopted in the study and the results of previous studies. Finally, 
the pedagogical implication is offered.  
A total of 1,808 hedges could be identified in the English corpus. As such, 
since the corpus contained 26 research articles, on average a single English ar-
ticle contained 69.54 hedges. A different picture emerged in the Indonesian 
corpus. Compared to the English corpus, the Indonesian corpus contained low-
er number of hedges. The total of 429 hedges found in the Indonesian corpus 
indicated that on average in a single Indonesian article 16.5 hedges were used. 
The difference in the total hedging devices found in the two corpora under 
study can be explained in terms of the differing lengths of research articles in-
cluded in the two corpora. Although not always necessarily the case, it is rea-
sonable to argue that the longer the text the greater the chances that it contains 
such devices at a greater frequency rate. The followings are sample sentences 
from each of the two corpora containing hedges (hedging devices underlined): 
(1) … it may indicate the vocabulary size necessary to understand a text 
as well as to incidentally learn words in the text.  
(2) Bahasa yang digunakan dalam komunikasi pada umumnya tidak 
bersifat monolitis. 
As illustrated by the examples above, the English corpus contained more 
sentences using more than one hedge, suggesting that compared to their Indo-
nesian colleagues the English applied linguists were much more cautious in 
presenting their claims.   
Per 1,000 words, the minimum number of hedges used in the English cor-
pus was 4.22, which was higher than the minimum number of hedges found in 
the Indonesian corpus, 1.03. Therefore, it is clear that all articles in the two 
corpora contained hedges. A similar picture also emerged with regard to the 
maximum number of hedges used. The maximum number of hedges found in 
the English corpus was 27.76, more than nine devices higher than the maxi-
mum number of hedges observed in the Indonesian corpus (18.50). The maxi-
mum number found in the English corpus turned out to be an extreme value or 
outlier. It was also true of the maximum number of hedges identified in the In-
donesian corpus.   
The mean number of hedges used in a 1,000-word text in the English cor-
pus was 10.20 and the standard deviation was 4.69, whereas in the correspond-
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ing Indonesian corpus the mean number was 4.43 and the standard deviation 
was 3.69. On the face of it, it seemed that the English applied linguists used 
more hedges in their research articles. As indicated by the standard deviations, 
the two data sets were not equal in their dispersion. The slightly smaller magni-
tude of standard deviation of the Indonesian data set showed that its data values 
were slightly more concentrated around the mean compared to the data values 
for the English data set. This in turn indicated that the Indonesian applied lin-
guists were slightly more homogeneous in terms of frequency of usage of 
hedges in their research articles. The descriptive statistics of the usage of hedg-
es in the English and Indonesian are summarized in the following table.   
Table 1.  Descriptive Statistics (per 1,000 words) 
Language  N Minimum  Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
English  26 4.22 27.26 10.20 4.69 
Indonesian  26 1.03 18.50 4.43 3.69 
As mentioned above, since the data sets summarized in Table 1 did not 
satisfy the parametric assumption of normal distribution, they were analyzed 
using the non-parametric version of the test used to compare two sets of data, 
namely the Mann-Whitney U test. The result of the statistical test revealed that 
the mean of the English data set was significantly different from the mean of 
the Indonesian data set (Mann-Whitney U = 68.00, n1 = n2 = 26, p < 0.05, r = - 
0.69). This result strongly indicated that the English applied linguists publish-
ing in international journals used hedges significantly more frequently in their 
research articles than their Indonesian counterparts (English mean rank = 
36.88; Indonesian mean rank = 16.21; see also Table 1 above). The magnitude 
of the effect size showed that the difference between the two means were large, 
which could be translated as the large difference between the two groups of ap-
plied linguists in terms of their rhetorical behavior when they wrote scholarly 
articles in their respective native languages. That is, English applied linguists 
were much more tentative in their propositions than the Indonesian applied lin-
guists. In other words, the statements made by the Indonesian scholars were 
much more categorical compared to the statements made by their English coun-
terparts.  
The paucity of hedging devices in the Indonesian research articles strongly 
suggests that, unlike their English counterparts, the Indonesian applied linguists 
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may perceive things in the world as either black or white. This may be trig-
gered by their negative perception towards uncertainty. It is to be noted that 
hedging devices are in fact uncertainty markers. The widespread belief circulat-
ing among the Indonesian scholars might be that hedging usage is a sign of 
one’s lack of knowledge. The rhetorical patterning of research article’s Intro-
duction section written in Indonesian provides evidence that the expertise of a 
researcher (and the absolute authority which comes with it) is not supposed to 
be questioned. Adnan (2008) showed that none of the 63 article introductions 
he analyzed contained critical evaluation of the previous studies. Adnan argued 
that such absence of critical comments on previous studies is the upshot of the 
Indonesian cultural values which consider criticism as unethical. Although this 
explanation is undoubtedly legitimate, it could also be argued that it is by vir-
tue of the unstated beliefs (i.e. cultural models) which regard researchers (in 
this case, university teachers) as experts who are not supposed to be chal-
lenged, or even criticized. English scholars in the present study, by contrast, did 
not seem to see themselves as being endowed with absolute authority, and 
hence they did not operate within the same cultural model as the Indonesian 
scholars. Granted, English scholars are also perceived as experts in their field, 
but such status is quite different from the status as experts ascribed to their In-
donesian fellows; the difference lies in its vulnerability to criticisms. Analysis 
of any English research article’s Introduction will provide solid evidence which 
suggests that the expertise of English scholars is susceptible to criticism. When 
a writer attempts to fill a knowledge gap, he or she typically argues that what 
has been done by previous researchers is limited, which is clearly a negative 
evaluation geared towards those previous researchers (Swales, 1990). This 
might trigger the more frequent use of hedges in the English research articles.      
It should be borne in mind that Indonesian scholars are not the only group 
of scholars who holds such a belief. Alonso et al. (2012) also found that native 
speakers of Spanish negatively perceive hedging as a sign of lack of commit-
ment to the truth-value of the propositions presented. Therefore, it would not 
be unreasonable to argue that the rhetorical behavior displayed by a writer and 
the worldviews he or she adopts are intertwined.  As in the words of Gee 
(2012, p. 77), “what is at issue in the use of language is different ways of 
knowing and different ways of making sense of the world of human experi-
ence.” The English and Indonesian researchers in the present study seemed to 
adapt to different ways of understanding, interpreting and organizing 
knowledge. What it all boils down to is the claim advanced in the sociocultural 
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approach to literacy that literacy, or for that matter academic literacy, is not to 
be considered a singular thing but as a plural set of social practices.        
Gee (2015, p. 40) convincingly argued that: “Any technology, including 
writing, is a cultural form. It is a social product whose shape and influence de-
pend upon prior political and ideological factors.” The differential rhetorical 
characteristics inherent in the two groups of research articles are the byproduct 
of the similar differential prevailing ideologies (i.e. beliefs and value systems) 
valorized by the two sociocultural contexts within which the two groups of re-
searchers operate. Within the Indonesian sociocultural context, the prevailing 
ideology might be that ideas should be stated with conviction, whereas within 
the English sociocultural context the dominant ideology might be that ideas 
should be embraced with sufficient caution. It is to be noted that not all Indone-
sian and English researchers adopt the respective ideologies to the same extent. 
This is clearly indicated by the fact that the standard deviations in the two 
groups of data were not zero. Statistically, standard deviation provides infor-
mation regarding the extent to which the data gather around the mean (i.e. av-
erage) value. Less technically speaking, in the two sociocultural contexts some 
researchers embraced the respective ideologies more than the others did. It is 
possible that some Indonesian researchers wrote their research articles follow-
ing the rhetorical structure adopted by the majority of English researchers, or 
vice versa. 
The result of the present study substantiated Hyland’s (2011, p. 181) con-
tention that “compared with many languages English academic writing tends to 
be more cautious in making claims, with considerable use of mitigation and 
hedging.” Hedges seem to be the sine qua non of current English language re-
search articles. Nevertheless, this does not necessarily mean that research arti-
cles written in English are always more cautious in making claims than those 
written in any other language. Vold (2006), for example, showed that research 
articles written in English and those written in Norwegian were comparable in 
terms of their frequency of the use of hedges. Likewise, Sultan’s (2011) study 
also found that Arabic Linguistics research articles contained more hedges than 
the English ones.     
Martín and Pérez (2014, p. 1) rightly argued that: “In order to get their pa-
pers accepted, researchers need to meet the expectations of the members of 
their particular communities, especially those of the editors and reviewers of 
international English language journals.” It could be argued that when Indone-
sian applied linguists wish to publish in international English-medium journals 
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they might not be able to satisfy the requirements determined by their target 
disciplinary community. This is quite apparent from the distinct rhetorical 
characteristics displayed by the Indonesian applied linguists in their research 
articles. The international applied linguistic community demands that research-
ers in the field state their propositions with caution (through use of various 
hedging devices) so as to “open a discursive space for readers to dispute inter-
pretations” (Hyland, 2009, p. 75). However, there is a temptation among Indo-
nesian applied linguists to put forth their argumentation categorically when 
they write their research articles in English for international publication.  
The finding of the present study suggests that Indonesian applied linguists 
may be in need of instruction that specifically focuses on when and how to 
hedge propositions when they write research articles in English. Such instruc-
tion would teach them “to be confidently uncertain” (Skelton, 1998, p. 39). 
Specific instruction is indeed necessary to promote students’ knowledge of 
hedges. It seems that hedges cannot be acquired implicitly or incidentally 
through rich exposure to academic writing only; reading English research arti-
cles in their research activities may not be effective for Indonesian scholars to 
acquire knowledge of hedges, as attested by Hyland’s (2000) study. Hyland 
(2000) carried out a study involving undergraduate students studying for a BA 
in English for Professional Communication at a Hong Kong university to ex-
amine the extent to which hedges in English academic writing were attended to 
during reading. Hyland found that hedges were hardly noticed by the students. 
To put it another way, hedges were largely invisible in academic writing. On 
the basis of this finding, Hyland (2000, p. 192) concluded that “there is strong 
evidence in this study that the efforts of academic writers to weaken their 
commitment and withhold certainty from their propositions may go unnoticed 
by L2 readers.” Therefore, to reiterate, instruction that is specifically aimed at 
equipping EAP learners with knowledge of hedges is a pedagogically justified 
practice.            
One might argue that researchers might deploy different rhetorical strate-
gies depending on the target journals in which they wish to publish. Therefore, 
the argument goes, it would be unjustified to argue that Indonesian applied lin-
guists would avoid hedging their propositions when they write in English for 
international publication only because they do not hedge their propositions suf-
ficiently in their Indonesian research articles for local publication. While such 
argument might intuitively be true, there is no robust empirical finding show-
ing that researchers vary their hedging behaviors depending upon the target 
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journal in which they wish to publish. On the contrary, studies on L2 academic 
writing consistently report some kind of pragmatic transfer of rhetorical strate-
gies prevalent in writers’ L1 writing into their L2 writing. In a study on Span-
ish researchers, Alonso et al. (2012), for example, found that “hedges in aca-
demic English are perceived as indicators of a negative lack of commitment by 
native speakers of Spanish and pragmatic transfer appears to inhibit the use of 
hedges that are not common to the native language” (p. 60). No one would dis-
pute the argument put forth by Žegarac and Pennington (2008, p. 142): “People 
usually approach a new problem or situation with an existing mental set: a 
frame of mind involving an existing disposition to think of a problem or a situ-
ation in a particular way” (italics in the original). Moreover, Applied Linguis-
tics journal editors typically do not mention explicitly in their journal submis-
sion guidelines that authors should hedge their propositions sufficiently and/or 
appropriately. This would further make such rhetorical feature escape the atten-
tion of the non-native writers.  
CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS  
The present need-analytic, corpus-based study is carried out to examine 
whether Indonesian scholars need to learn how to hedge their propositions in 
their English research articles written for international publications. The results 
showed that the English research articles contained significantly more hedges 
than the Indonesian research articles, suggesting that the English researchers 
were much more cautious in making claims than their Indonesian counterparts. 
Such finding implies that in order to be published in English international jour-
nals, research articles need to be presented with sufficient caution. As indicated 
by the rhetorical characteristics of their research articles written in Indonesian, 
Indonesian researchers typically did not exercise sufficient caution when pro-
moting claims. On the basis of the result of the study it could be concluded that 
Indonesian scholars indeed need to be involved in a pedagogical intervention 
specifically designed to equip them with knowledge of hedges. This conclusion 
has been drawn on the assumption that when Indonesian researchers report 
their research in English for international publication they will employ the rhe-
torical characteristics they adopt when they write their research in Indonesian.  
Obviously, the results of the present study need to be treated with caution. 
This study is subject to limitations inherent to the size and scope of the corpus 
used, as well as the type of data analyzed. The corpus was derived from only 
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52 research articles taken from only one disciplinary field (Applied Linguis-
tics). The conclusion that Indonesian scholars still need to learn how to hedge 
their propositions when they write in English for international publications 
might sound suspect. Future research needs to be done that analyzes a larger 
corpus containing research articles taken from all disciplinary domains, namely 
natural sciences (e.g. Physics, Biology), social sciences (e.g. Economics, Soci-
ology), and humanities (e.g. Law, Applied Linguistics). In so doing, a more 
valid conclusion can be drawn. The present study analyzes research articles 
written in Indonesian only based upon which the Indonesian scholars’ rhetori-
cal need was determined. Although thus far there has been no robust finding 
indicating that researchers vary their rhetorical behavior depending upon the 
target journal, such possibility cannot be completely eliminated. Therefore,  fu-
ture research might need to consider analyzing not only the Indonesian schol-
ars’ research articles written in Indonesian, but also their English articles pub-
lished for local publication.                             
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